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   Contemporary literary theory or criticism is flourishing and holds many schools which
 include structuralism,reader-response criticism, deconstruction, Marxist criticism, feminist
 criticism, semiotics, psychoanalytic criticism, hermeneutics and RezePtionsdsthetik. Among
 the most noteworthy and attractive may be deconstruction which was founded on Jacques
 Derrida's philosophy and developed as literary theory by a group of American critics
 including Paul de Man and Geoffrey Hartman, most of whom choose Yale or Johns
 Hopkins University as their spheres of critical activity. This thesis aims to explore some
 aspects of Derrida's philosophy which has exerted much influence upon contemporary
 crltlclsm.
   According to Derrida's discourses, the history of metaphysics, or the tradition of Western
 thoughts, beyond all apparent differences, from Socrates and Plato to Hegel and Heideggar,
 has "always assigned the origin of truth in general to the Iogos,"(')that is to say, has
 been affected by "logocentrism." What "the logos" implies here are God's infinite
 understanding, reason, logic, thought, truth, words and so on, conceived as existing in
 itself; as the source of all meanings. Within the realm of the logos the original and
 essential link to the Phone' which has never been broken means that logocentrism also has
 a close connection with phonocentrism: absolute kinship of voice and truth. Derrida writes:
       Producer of the first signifier, it [the voice] is not just a simple signifier among others.
      It signifies "mental experiences" which themselves reflect or rnirror things by
      natural resemblance. Between being and mind, things and feelings, there would
' be a relationship of translation or natural signification; between mind and logos,
       a relationship of conventional symbolization. And the first convention, which
       would relate immediately to the order of natural and universal signification, would
       be produced as spoken language. Written language would establish the conventiofis,
       interlinking other conventions with them (Gr. p. 11).
 In of Gra'mmotology he often points out that Western philosophy has conventionally
 debased writing(ticn'ture), and conferred privileged status on speech(parole) instead.
 The reason the phoneme has been looked upon as the most ideal of signs he explains:
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"by virtue of hearing(understanding)-oneself-speak-an indissociable system-the subject affects
itself and is related to itself in the element of ideality" (Gr. p. 12). Further he observes:
"This auto-affection is no doubt the possibility for what is called subjectivity."(2)
  All these discussions of necessity lead him to another recognition that the phonocentrism-
logocentrism is deep associated with a "metaphysics of presence," which is the only
metaphysics we have known:
      The notion of the sign...remains within the heritage of that logocentrism which
     is also a phonocentrism; absolute proximity of voice and being, of voice and
     the meaning of being, of voice and the ideality of meaning.... We already have
     a foreboding that phonocentrism merges with the historical determination of the
     meaning of being in general •as presence, with all the subdeterminations which
     depend on this general form ... (presence of the thing to the sight as eidos,
     presence as substance1 essence/existence (ousia), temporal .presence as point
          s(stigme) of the now or ef the moment (nun), the selfpresence of the cogito,
      consciousness, subjectivity, the co-presence of the other and of the self, intersubjec-
      tivity as the intentional phenomenon of the ego, and so forth).Logocentrism would
      thus support the determination of the being of the entity as presence (Gr. pp. 11-12).
                      'Thus Derrida arrives at the conclusion that logocentrism, phonocentrism and metaphysics
of presence form the relationship of the Trinity. This logocentrism united with phonetic-
alphabetical script emerges, as the most original and powerful ethnocentrism, in the process
of imposing itself upon the world, and the scientific civilization derived from the ideology
is dislocating the world culture, rnaking an epoch of which we can glimpse the closure
(Gr. p. 4). After such consideration, Derrida aims his deconstructive strategy at logocentrism
and metaphysics of presence. We can see how he tackles this task when•we examine his
attempt to deconstruct Saussure's linguistics, though it has given one of the most
indispensable footings to his philosophy.
  As is well known, a crucial premise of Saussure's argument is that there are two objects for
linguistics, langue and parole. Langue is the system of a language, the social product of
which the existence permits the individual to exercise his or her linguistic faculty. Parole,
on the other hand, is actual speech by the individual made possible by the language. Saussure
claimed that the study of linguistics should focus its attention not on parole but on langue
in order to place linguistics on a scientific basis. He was convinced that linguistics would
get into a hopeless mess if it were concerned with actual speech, Parole. But Saussure,
whose theory is heavily committed to the prior consequence of langue, language as system,
chose as material for his study not writing (icriture) but speech (parole), granting the latter
privileged position. What should we make of this puzzling paradox?
  In this paradox Derrida sees Saussure deeply involved in the tradition of metaphysics,
logocentrism, though his theory of the primacy of a "synchronic" approach against a
"diachronic" one had great impact upon the tradition. Unlike Roland Barthesl3'Derrida refuses
simply to accept this paradox. His strategy makes the very paradox in his predecessor's
theory the target of its deconstructive enterprise. For Derrida, the debasement of writing as
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an appendage,' a mere technique, implies a symptom of a much broader tendency.
                                         2
                                                               '
  Saussure defines language as a system of signs, in which, he emphasizes, the sign is the
central fact of language. His primary principle suggests that the true nature of the sign is
arbitrary. It is to the effect that "a particular'combination of signifier and signified is an
               (4)arbitrary entity." Another main principle of his theory is this: in the linguistic system, there
are only differences; meaning is not latent in a sign but functional, defined by the relation
of difference which sets it off from the other signs. Namely, language is a system of
differential signs. From these linguistic definitions by Saussure does Derrida elicit his position,
and steps in his distinctive direction further.
  Provided that in the linguistic system there are only differences, and that signs are
products of differences, Derrida produces a general demonstration:
     the play of differences involves syntheses and referrals that prevent there from being
     at any moment or in any way a simple element that is present in and of itself
     and refers only to itself. Whether in written or in spoken discourse, no element
     can function as a sign without relating to another element which itself is not
     simply present. This linkage means that each "element" -phoneme or grapheme-
     is constituted with reference to the trace in it of the other elements of the sequence
     er system. This linkage, this weaving, is the text, which is produced only through
     the transformation of another text. Nothing, either in the elements or in the systern,
      is anywhere simply present or absent. There are only, everywhere, differences and '
                  (5)
      traces of traces.
                           '
Let us pursue his unique idea further: "The trace, where the relationship with the other is
marked, articulates its possibility in the entire field of the entity [etant], which metaphysics
has defined as the being-present starting from the occulted movement of the trace. The
trace must be thought before entity. But the movement of the trace is necessarily occulted,
it produces itself as self-occultation" (Gr. p. 47). ' -
  The "trace," one of the elemental conceptions in Derrida's philosophy, is composed of
diffgrance, the faculty of which is to differentiate both space and tim{e61 For the functions
of articulating and inscribing differences in the domain of differance, Derrida chooses a
term, archi-icn'ture (archi-writing). The reason he continues to call the concept writing is
that in the light of inscription "it essentially communicates with the vulgar concept of
writing"(Gr. p. 56). The archi-writing is writing in general, and the condition of both speech
and writing in the narrow sense. We could regard as almost the same concept in Derrida's
theory, differance, trace and archi-writing, which nicknames are given to the movement of
"differenceitself" (Gr. p. 93).
  Saussure's theory tells us that meaning is a product of the difference between signs.
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Derrida advances the thesis to the point that "without a trace retaining the other as other
in the same," no meaning would appear(Gr. p. 62). He argues, therefore, that "the trace• is
in fact the absolute on'gins of sense in general."This amounts to saying "there is no absolute
on'gin of sense in general," because the trace is not the entity but the process of differing
in space and defering in time, though it opens appearance and signification (Gr. p. 65,
Italics in the original).
  This represents a sharp and destructive challenge to Western metaphysics which be thinks
has been grounded upon presence of meaning as a signifying intention present to consciousness
at the moment of utterance. Through this critique Derrida questions the truth of all the
notions based upon logocentrism or metaphysics of presence, which includes God's infinite
understanding, reason, words, the relation of cause and effect. After all, in spite of the
eloquent critique of theology, the essence of his idea, "archi-writing" to trace the exclusion
and degradation of writing and expose the privileged status of speech, must lie in the
transgression of rationalism of modern thoughts. In this respect Derrida is going the
same way that Friedrich Nietzsche paved, in other words, irrationalism. Christopher
Norris draws up a summary of Nietzsche's philosophy:
      Reason had crushed out the imaginative life of philosophy, just as-in Nietzsche's
      view-it had destroyed the joyous or `Dionysian' element in classical Greek
      tragedy. Socrates stands-with Christ in Nietzsche's inverted pantheon-as the
      pale destroyer of all that gives Iife, variety and zest to the enterprise of human
      understanding. To restore that buried tradition is to show how `reason' usurped
      its place by systematically opposing and disguising the rhetorical gambits of
             (7)
      language.
Derrida who refutes reason as involved in logocentrism comes to take Nietzsche to be his
predecessor in a deconstructive way: "the Nietzschian afiirmation ... of the play of the
world and of the innocence of becoming... of a world of signs without fault, without
truth, and without origin which is offered to active interpretation."(8)Indeed Derrida's
philosophical strategy depending upon modern linguistics seems to have achieved a marked
success, but what validity and verity can it have? I would like to investigate his
deconstructive hypothesis somewhat in detail.
  Saussure's linguistics is founded on the premise that the sign is the union of a signifying
form, which is called the signtfiant or signifier, and an idea signified, called the signt;X7e or
signified. In short, the signifier and the signified exist only as the components of the sign.
He describes the nature of the sign as arbitrary in that there is no natural or inevitable
link between the signifier and the signified. It is only social convention that determines
the relation between them. The signified, one of the two elements of the sign, falls into the
hands of Derrida's deconstrutive attempts, because it is the agent of reflection of objects
to subjects as sense or meaning. Derrida believes that even Saussure's theories, despite their
incisive criticism of logocentrism in terms of a purely differential system of language, cannot
escape this ideology. On a typical obsession of Saussure's with logocentrism, Derrida comments:
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     This linearist concept of time is therefore one of the deepest adherences of the' modern
     concept of the sign to its own history. For at the limit, it is indeed the concept
     of the sign itself, and the distinction, however tenuous, between the signifying and
     signified faces, that remain committed to the history of classical ontology.... The
     signatum always referred, as to its referent, to a res, to an entity created or at
     any rate first thought and spoken, thinkable and speakable, in the eternal present
     of the divine logos and specifically in its breath. If it came to relate to the speech
     of a finite being (created or not: in any case of an intracosmic entity) through
     the intermediary of a sigmans, the siguatum had an immediate relationship with
     the divine logos which thought it within presence and for which it was not a trace.
     And for modern linguistics, if the signifier is a trace, the signified is a meaning
     thinkable in principle within the full presence of an intuitive consciousness (Gr.
     pp. 72-73).
  In Saussure's linguistiCs, Derrida assumes, the signified face, originally distinguished from
the signifying one, has rights to be what it is without the latter. The meaning of the
signified is thinkable and possible outside of all the signifiers.' Derrida makes an assertion:
"It is thus the idea of the sign that must be deconstructed through a meditation upon
writing" (Gr.p.73). Here we can see his ingenious contrivance to deconstruct the idea of the
sign in modern linguistics. This pursuance by Derrida never fails to sway the root of
ontology itself:
      One is necessarily led to this from the moment that the trace affects the totality
     of the sign in both its faces. That the signified is originarily and essentially
      (and not only for a finite and created spirit) trace, that it is always •already in
     the Position of the signitier, is the apparently innocent proposition within which
     the metaphysics of the logos, of presence and consciousness, must reflect upon
     writing as its death and its resource (Gr. p. 73).
                '
  Let us illustrate his ostensibly difficult arguments. A sign does not have its original
meaning or identity. Meaning is rather the result of division of signs than identical with
itself. For instance, the meaning of the sign dog cannot be defined until.it excludes cat or
Pig, traced through by them. In this way, the other possible signs are constitutive of its
identity. Thus language is less a stable affair than considered, but looks "much more like a
sprawling limitless web where there is a constant interchange and circulation of elements, where
none of the elements is absolutely definable and where everything is caught up and traced
                         (9)through by everything else." In the true nature of language, meaning is not immediately
present in a sign but scattered and dispersed along the whole tissue of traces. Therefore
                                                                (lcrit is "a kind of constant flickering of presence and absence together." As a result, all the
signifieds are reduced to signifiers, and in a structure of infinite referral there are only
differences of signifiers and traces of traces. .
  At this point, Derrida meets with Roland Barthes, a French critic, who confidently
proclaim,.a.d the "death of the author." His enquiry of Balzac's story Stzrrasine, S!Z(1970)
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insisted that all literary texts are woven out of other literary texts, so that there is no
                                                         (1DIiterary originality; in this sense all Iiterature is "intertextual." Literary writings are now
considered not as works of which the import is already given by the author, but as texts
which encourage the critic to produce his semi-arbitrary play of meaning, transposing them
into different discourses. Literature is not an object any longer, to which criticism must
confirm, but becomes a free space in which it can sport. As Terry Eagleton puts it, the
moment from structuralism to post-structuralism coincides, in a way, with a movement
from "work" to "text":
     It is a shift from seeing the poem or novel as a closed entity, equipped with
     definite meanings which it is the critic's task to decipher, to seeing it as irreducibly
     plural, an endless play of signifiers which can never be finally nailed down to a single
                         . an .
     centre, essence or meanmg.
  Derrida's assumption suggests that there is no meaning but is embroiled in the endless
play of signifiers.. Accordingly all meanings turn out undecidable. However, a serious question
arises whether his audacious hypothesis can have real efficacy in the field of literature.
Saussure's linguistics, which Derrida draws on, maintains that language is a system of signs
in which there are only differences without positive terms, and that the nature of the sign
is arbitrary. It also explains that meaning is only the result of difference of a sign from
others. These theses by Saussure must have given strong footings to structuralism and post-
structuralism including Derrida's philosophy. I would like to explore the real' sense of the
theses back in Cou2se in General Linguistics"n by Saussure in the following parts. The focus
upon the concepts of "value" and "signification" in the writing will be helpful to my
purpose.
                                        3
  The main points of Saussure's formu}ations about language are that "it is a system of
signs in which the only essential thing is the union of meanings and sound-images, and in
which both parts of the sign are psychological"(p. 15). He also advances the suggestion
that "the linguistic sign unites, not a thing and a name, but a concept and a sound-image"
(p. 66). To dispel ambiguity, the former is termed signified, the
latter signifier, and the whole constituted by the both, sign (signe),
as in the diagram (p. 67). Another proposition, though rather
paradoxical, is this: "in the last analysis, what is commonly
referred to as a `grammatical fact' fits the definition of the
unit" (p. 121). The unity or sign, therefore, proves to be a central
fact of language from which we should start our investigation.
So it comes to my first task to weigh the significance of his
theory that a linguistic sign is the combination of a concept
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concept
and a sound-image.
  Linguistics in general before Saussure had thought of language as, in a way, a set of
labels for entities which exist independently outside in the world. He levels penetrating
criricisms at this point of view: "Some people regard language, when reduced to its elements,
as a naming-process only-a list of words, each corresponding to the thing that it names ...
This conception is open to criticism at several points. It assumes that ready-made ideas exist
before words" (p. 65). What his critique aims at is the view of language as a nomenclature,
conventional from Plato and Aristotle, which presumes that language is "a series of names
arbitrarily selected and attached to a set of objects or concepts." If language were a
nomenclature, a way of naming things outside, Saussure believes, it would be easy to
translate from one language to another. And yet our numerous linguistic experiences tell us
that this is not true. Saussure paid vigilant attention to the very fact that the concepts
of one language inevitably differ frorn those of another. Contrary to the language-as-
nomenclature theory which allows the existence of ideas before words, Saussure's proposition
stresses that concepts or meanings are not outside but inside of signs. It is not until words
are created that we are able to have meanings of entities and objects. These suggestions by
Saussure paved the way to modern semantics, though he did not extend particular discussions
about itiiO
  One of the primary principles in Saussure's linguistics concerns itself with the arbitrary
nature of the sign. It urges that the bond between the signifier and the signified is
arbitrary; there is no natural•connection between them. But this does not simply mean
that the individual has free choice of a signifier for a given signified. Once a bond is,
even if arbitrarily, established in a Iinguistic community, the individual has no power to
change the sign. Although Saussure writes: '
      Language can also be compared with a sheet of paper: thought is the front and the
      sound the back: one cannot cut the front without cutting the back at the same time:
      likewise in language, one can neither divide sound from thought nor thought from
      sound (p. 113),
there has been a deepseated tendency, especially in post-Saussurian thought, to elicit from
his theory of arbitrariness the conclusion that there is no essential relavancy between the sign
and the "referent" or what it refers to. This cannot but deny reflexivity to the sign. The
following is intended to demonstrate that this argument is a deviation from Saussure's
  What position will Saussure enunciate who attaches great importance to the fact that
language is not a nomenclature? Despite his conception of the unit as the kernel of language,
he does not think that a unit exists isolated from others, but that it does only in relation
with others in a linguistic system. From this standpoint, he also repudiates the empirical
one whose assumption is that the linguistic system is composed of the accumulation of
independent units. He argues that "language is characterized as a system based entirely on
the opposition of its concrete units" (p. 107), and that "a linguistic system is a series of
differences of sound combined with a series of differences of idea" (p. 120). What arises
from the opposition among linguistic "terms," which Saussure substitutes for units in a
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system, are defined not as concepts but as "values." In his linguistics, the value of a term
amounts to its dimension and position with respect to other terms (pp. 11Cll).
  To examine the real implication of Saussure's claim that meaning is only the result of
differences, which post-Saussurians have made the most of, a happy way may be to investigate
into the relation of "value" in a system of signs to "signification" or sense of a unit. The
fourth chapter of part two of the Course in General Linguistics especially deals with this
matter:
      (1) When we speak of the value of a word, we generally think first of its property
        of standing for an idea, and this is in fact one side of Iinguistic value. But if this
        is true, how does value differ from signification.P Mightthetwowerds be synonyms?
        I think not, although it is easy to confuse them, since the confusion results not so
        much from their similarity as from the subtlety of the distinction that they mark.
      (2) From a conceptual viewpoint, value is doubtless one element in signification, and
        it is difficult to see how signification can be dependent upon value and still be
        distinct frorn it.
      (3) As the arrows in the drawing show, it [signification] is only the
        counterpart of the sound-image. Everything that occurs concerns only Signified
        the sound-image and the concept when we look upon the werd as signifier
        independent and self-contained. ,
         But here is the paradox: on the one hand the concept seems to be
        the counterpart of the sound-irnage, and on the other hand the sign
        itself is in turn the counterpart of the other signs of langtiage.
         Language is a system of interdependent terms in which the value of
        each term results solely from the simult'aneous presence of the others,
        as in the diagram:
                         signified signified signified
                     ".". e " -."-.
                signifier slgnifier signifier
                                                                (pp. 114-15)
  These discussions certainly seem complicated and contradictory. To recapitu}ate, value differs
from signification, "although it is easy to confuse them" (1); value is one element in
                                             aesignification, namely, the source of signification (2); not just is the concept the counterpart
of the sound-image in a sign but also "the sign itself is in turn the counterpart of the
other signs" in a system. It logically follows that signification is identical with value (3).
That is, says Saussure himself, paradoxical. I will attempt to pursue this entangled
argument below.
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                                              '
 The view is to be interpreted as Saussure's starting point that there is a substantial
difference in the way of cognition between natural sciences and cultural fields. For the
former, natural phenonmena can be measured by mass, but this is not true of the latter. He
was entirely certain that language is deeply related to the way of cultural cognition. From
the viewpoint of criticizing the language-as-nomenclature principle, he asserts: "Without
language, thought is a vague, uncharted nebula. There are no pre-existing ideas, and nothing
is distinct before the appearance of language" (p. 112). Not given language, our thoughts or
conceptions would remain a shapeless continuum, and the world would be experienced without
articulation.
  The hypothesis on how to cognize the world suggested by Saussure is an original and
revolutionary idea, decoupage lingutstique or severing by language. He describes:
                                        '
     The linguistic fact can therefore be pictured in its totality - i.e. Ianguage - as a series
     of contiguous subdivisions marked off on both the indefinite plane of jumbled ideas (A)
     and the equally vague plane of sounds (B). The following diagram gives a rough '
     idea of it:
                                      A
                       }}$,i;gi;ti=iEi=INi.N• :}s4J.t.-'va4,.
                    Z"tA/ll.,l,;",'i'.-;"Ege-'-"-S}g.k-iiE-:.-.,,*2r.}ieiF.'Z'iF..-.",,'
                                      B
               - (p. 112)
Language is not a tool for providihg a set of labels for pre-existing ideas and entities but,
preceeding them, makes the world intelligible by articulating between concepts. This linguistic
theory by Saussure can be, therefore, a kind of epistimology as well.
  The division of a conceptual continuum or spectrum is absolutely arbitrary: "Not only are
the domains that are linked by the linguistic fact shapeless and confused, but the choice of a
given slice of sound to name a given idea is completely arbitrary"(p. 113). Each language
produces not simp}y a different set of signifiers, dividing a phonetic continuum in its own way, but
a different set of signified, using divided signifiers to mark off a conceptual continuum in its
distinctive way. Accordingly each language has its particular way to articulate the world into
concepts. Let us consider a couple of the many examples that Saussure offers. English has two
words sheeP, which roams the hills, and mutton, which we eat, whereas French has the single
word mouton for both of them(pp.11516). French uses louer(une maison) indifferently to mean
both "pay for" and "receive payment for," while German does two words, mieten and vern2zeten
(p. 116).
  Moreover color terms would be a neat example of the arbitrary nature of the sign. Some
languages divide the rainbow into seven colors, others into five colors, while others constrain
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it to two colors. Physics would grasp the rainbow as a spectrum of changing light. On the
contrary, each language divides the continuum in its distinctive way and distinguishes categories
which it calls colors. This case tells us that "the signifieds of colour terms are nothing but
                                              anthe product or result of a system of distinctions." This is exactly true of language itself.
  Saussure's linguistics puts explicit emphasis on the fact that the division of a continuum
is completely arbitrary; different languages articulate the world in different ways. In this
linguistic nature is enshrined the true reason for the difficulty to translate from one language
to another. His theory of arbitrariness of•the sign which we have seen above refers to the
relation between the signifier and the signified. Now we come to another. important point,
the fact that this arbitrariness results from a similar arbitrary nature of dividing a
continuum into concepts. Saussure notes: "....values remain entirely relative, and that is
why the bond between the sound and the idea is radically arbitrary" (p. 113).
  Furthermore, as for the division of the chain of meanings, its nature is also defined as
negative: "a segment of language can never.... be based on anything except its noncoincidence
with the rest (p. 118). For instance, the sign dog is defined by the exclusion of the other
signs,'Pig or cat.• Thus the value of each term (sign) is a product of its negative relations
to the others. These notions of language makes it possible for us to understand his thesis:
"Arbitrary and dt;fferential. are two correlative qualities"(p.118). Another important proposition
put forward by Saussure: "language is a foma and not a substance" (p.122,'Italics'inthe
original), bears reference to the principle of opposition mentioned above. It is'to the
effect that language is not made up of autonomous entities determined by some kind
of essence, but is a relative and differentialsystemcalledstructure de conLfigztlation produced
by dividing the spectra of sounds and concepts in an arbitrary way.
  To sum• up these arguments of Saussure's, language is not a nomenclature, a way ofnaming
preexisting concepts. The value of a term emanates from a system of differences, defined
by their opposing relations to the other terms of the system, not by their positive contents.
In this regard, we are led to his cardinal view that by dividing the continuums of both
sounds and co'ncepts, language "sets up an arbitrary relation between signifiers of its own
choosing on the one hand, and signifieds of its own choosing on the other."(ieLet me
illustrate Saussure's conceptions of language.
                '
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The value of a term is completely negative in a opposing system (2). And yet the sign
which is only a result of the negative relations of terms, removed from negativity, becomes
positive by its own attribute (3). Saussure writes:
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     But the statement that everything in language is negative is true only if the signified
     and the signifier are considered separately; when we consider the sign in its totality,
     we have something that is positive in its own class... Although both the signified
     and the signifier are purely differential and.'negative when considered•separately, their
     combination is a positive fact (p. 120).
                        'Both the signified and the signifier are purely differential and negative when considered
separately. Nevertheless, once they are combined, a positive unit is realized. That is
why a unit is again treated as a "concrete entity," a "reality" or an "identity"(pp.107-11).
                                                       ,
  The investigation above now brings us to the point to gain a clearer comprehension of the
contradictory relationship between "value" and "signification."
1) "value differs from signification": This proposition is concerned with the positive unit, in
which signification is the counterpart of the sound-image. Each unit has its own property
distinct from the other units (3).
2) "value is identical with signification": This alludes to a negative system of differencs.
The conceptual value ofa term is defined by its opposing relations to the other terms,
whieh in consequence produces the signification of a sign. In this sense, it can be said that
value is an element or a source of signification (2). To this effect Saussure states that
"meaning is a product of differences." To reiterate, the signification (concept) of a unit is
determined only in a system of differential values. .
  However, not only does Saussure stress the linguistic nature of differential relations, but
also maintains that a unit, which is a result of the negative relations, turns out positiv.e as
an identity. We should not dismiss this standpoint of Saussure'6i.su Finally, it weuld be
worthwhile to reconsider his remark: "The linguistic mechanism is geared to differences and
identities, the former being only the counterpart of the latter" (p. 108, Italics added).
                                         5,
          '
  We have seen in part 1 that Derrida inaugurates his unique ideas of "archi-writing,"
"trace," or "differance," constructed upon Saussure's theories of difference and arbitrariness.
In his own light, Derrida hazards a smart critique of Western philosophical tradition
based upon the principle of presence for logocentrism. His revolutionary-looking theory
severs not merely the bond between the sign and the referent, but also the bond between
the signifier and the signified, so that all the signifieds are reduced to signifiers. As a
result, no meaning can escape from being involved in the infinite play of signifiers, nor
have rights of presence any more. The denial of the signified, the conceptual face of the
sign, inevitably causes the sign to lose its faculty to reflex objects including social
reality and subjects' experiences, that is, the wide world. Thus the "trace" theory of
Derrida's embroils mankind and the world in the infinite play of signifiers and, giving
up all the meanings as the logos, lets his philosophy fall into irrationalism and nihilistic
anarchism.
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 On the contrary, Saussure's theory, though based on the same premise of difference and
arbitrariness, makes a radical distinction from Derrida's. What is implied by the arbitrary
nature of language in Saussure's refers to the way to divide a continuum into concepts
by linguistic subjects, or the way of cognition. Language is a negative system of .
differences, from which, however, emerge positive units as "realities that have their seat in
the brain" (p. 15). It is true that there is no natural connection between the signifier and
the signified, but once they are combined into a sign, the individual has no power to break
it at will, as if language were a sheet of paper. Further, as for the relation between the
two elements in a sign, the priority is given to the signified: "Language is a system of
signs that express ideas" (p.16), or "[phonic substance] is a plastic substance divided...
into distinct parts to furnish the sigmlieis' needed by thought" (p.112, Italics added). All
these propositions by Saussure convince us that his theories never deny reflexivity to the
sign.
  What makes the difference between Derrida and Saussure both of whoin appear to stand
on the same position? Derrida's deconstructive strategy is aimed at the union of the signifier
and the signified in Saussure's linguistics. To look back, his enterprise is to advocate the
hypothesis: because "the trace affects the totality of the sign in both its faces," the
signified is "always already in. the position of the signi er," within which, he proclaims,
"the metaphysics of the Iogos, of presence ...must reflect upon writing as its death" (Gr.
p. 73, Italics in the original).
  But this argument by Derrida would not be possible without his arbitrary, even deliberate
interpretation of Saussure's theory. The latter insists that language is a system of differences,
in which signifieds as well as signifiers oppose to each other. The concept of a sign is
defined by the others and at the same time the sign acts in turn to define the concepts
of other signs. Derrida takes this interaction of signs for the relationship between the
signifier and the signified. They are, however, the two elements in a sign, in other words,
a concept and a sound-image initially found in Saussure's linguistics. Here we cannot escape
the conclusion that Derrida confuses, intentionally or not, Saussure's theses: "a sign is the
combination of a concept and a sound-image," and "language is a system of differences.n
It follows, for example, that the concept of the sign dog is the sound-image of the sign cat
as well. What verity and validity can this perplexing hypothesis possibly have in linguistics
in general? Consequently, however, Derrida achieves a measure of success in freeing his
philosophy from reality into a fictional world; an endless play of signifiers.
  Where does this dubious theory come frorn? Derrida inherits the theory of arbitrariness
from Saussure with abandonment of the idea of decouPage linguistique, which is the core of
the theory. Saussure's view of language as a differential system was originally the result
of the linguistic subject's arbitrary activity to divide a continuum of his or her own will,
so that it can also be a kind of epistemology. But now it'is subjected to Derrida's peculiar
interpretation:
     Henceforth, it is not to the thesis of the arbitrariness of the sign that I shall appeal
     directly, but to what Sau$sure associates with it as an indispensable correlative and
     which would seem to me rather to lay the foundations for it: the thesis of dijference
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as the source of linguistic value (Gr. p. 52).
This assumption of necessity establishes the kingdom of differences, in which there occurs
alienation between subject and object, and subjectivity gets lost and entangled in the "web-like
complexity."coTo be brief, in Saussure's theory, "Man produces signs," whereas in Derrida's,
"Signs govern man."
 Derrida erected a grand edifice of his unique philosophical system called deconstruction:
"archi-writing," "differance," "trace," and so on. But its foundation, as we have ascertained,
is not so stable, because it depends upon his distortion of several key,theses in Saussure's
linguistics. Derrida's revolutionary-looking philosophy which is intended to deconstruct, strictly
speaking, to destruct the tradition of Western thoughts on the ground that it is a logocentrism has
been introduced to the domain of literature. And yet, now that it has been proven to have some
serious flaws which cannot be overlooked, critics should be more cautious about his philosophy.
Literary theory and criticism, so long as they concern themselves with literature as a
linguistic art, should rest upon linguistics which will not dismiss the signified in order to
contribute to literary creation of the wide world.
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